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REMARKS 

In the Office Action dated February 7, 2006, claims 1 - 17, 20 and 22 
- 59 are withdrawn. Claims 18, 21, 60 - 22, 66 and 68 remain pending. The 
drawings are objected to. Claims 60, 61, 62 and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 
112, 2 nd paragraph. Claim 60 is rejected under 35 U.S.C.§102(b). Claims 18, 21, 60, 
61, 62, 66 and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 103(a). 

However, for the following reasons, it is respectfully submitted that 
Applicant's invention as set forth in the claims includes features which are not 
anticipated or rendered obvious by the cited references, taken singly or in any 
permissible combination. Reconsideration is, therefore, respectfully requested. 

The drawings are objected to for failing to show a "lock member 
mountable over one of the blade and the blade mounting means" as recited in claim 
61. However, it is respectfully submitted that Fig. 25 clearly shows a lock member 
70 in the form of a strap mountable over the blade mount. Thus, it is submitted that 
this claimed feature is illustrated in the drawing. 

Claims 61, 62, 66, and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.§1 12, 2 nd 
paragraph. Accordingly, claims 61 and 68 have been amended to address the 
terminology by the Examiner. 

Claim 60 is rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Weitzner '940. The Examiner contends that Weitzner teaches all of the features of 
Applicant's invention as set forth in claim 60. 

However, the notches in the skate guard of Weitzner are large 
apertures which clear the bolts or axles extending through the apertures in the skate 
blade. Thus, in Weitzner, the skate guard does not function to mount the rollers 
assemblies to the skate as the rollers are attached solely to the skate blade. 

Since Weitzner is devoid of this feature set forth by the Applicant in 
claim 60, it is respectfully submitted that Applicant's invention as defined in claim 60 
is not anticipated by Weitzner. 

Claims 21, 60 and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Weitzner in view of Schutz. The Examiner contends that Weitzner 
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teaches all of the features of Applicant's invention except that it only provides two 
pairs of transversely extending apertures or notches. The Examiner cites Schutz for 
teaching a roller skate support undercarriage having a plurality of apertures in an ice 
skate blade which allow repositionable mounting of multiple roller assemblies to the 
ice skate blade. 

However, even if it is permissible to combine the teachings of Schutz 
with respect to multiple apertures for multiple positioning of rollers along the length 
of an ice skate blade with Weitzner, the resulting combination would still have the 
rollers attached to the ice skate blade, and not supported by the skate guard as defined 
by the Applicant in claims 60 and 68, and by dependency in claim 21 . For these 
reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness to support a rejection of Applicant's invention as set forth 
in claims 21, 60, and 68. 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weitzner '940 in view of Fowlkes. In claim 18, Applicant defines a heel strap 
mountable in one of the apertures in the skate guard and disposed about a blade 
holder attached to a boot. The Examiner contends that it would be obvious to add the 
heel strap mounted in a skate guard of Fowlkes to Weitzner. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that the combination of Weitzner 
and Fowlkes as posed by the Examiner is still devoid of any mounting of the roller 
assemblies in the skate guard. Since the references are devoid of this feature, it is 
respectfully submitted that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness to support a rejection of Applicant's invention as set forth in claim 18, 
which depends from and includes all the features of claim 60. 

Claim 61, 62, and 66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Weitzner in view of Fowlkes. The Examiner contends that 
Weitzner teaches all of the features of Applicant's invention except for a lock 
member. The Examiner cites Fowlkes for teaching an ice skate blade guard having a 
plurality of apertures which receive a lock member. 

For the same reasons set forth by the respect to claim 18, Applicant's 
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invention as set forth in claims 61, 62, and 66 is submitted to patentably define over 
any permissible combination of Weitzner and Fowlkes since a combination of 
Weitzner and Fowlkes lacks mounting of the roller assemblies in the skate guard, 
rather than in the skate blade. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness to support a rejection 
of Applicant's invention as set forth in claims 61, 62, and 66. 

In conclusion, for the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully 
submitted that Applicant's invention as set forth in claims 18, 21, 60, 61, 62, 66 and 
68 includes features which are not anticipated or rendered obvious by the cited 
references, taken singly or in any permissible combination. Thus, claims 18, 21, 60, 
61, 62, 66 and 68 are submitted to be in condition for allowance; notice of which is 
respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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